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わ) Yoshiharu 0ZAKI 本
II TransitionfromFeudalStructureofAgriculturetoCapitalistOne
Sofarwehaveseenthemomentsoflandownershiptransforn 削ion justinthecontextofthe
capitalistdevelopmentingeneral. Now , let'sseetheminamoreconcretecontextofthetransition




tureofagriculture , whateverstageitmaybeat , i.e. , whetheritisatthestagewheretherenttakesa
formoflabourrent , rentinkind , ormoney-rent , apeasantwhoisadirectproducerappearsasaposｭ
sessorofland , whichis ‘the necessaηT materiallabourconditionsrequiredfortherealizationofhis
labourandtheproductionofhismeansofsubsistence' , thatis, as ‘anactualruler(orarulerinrealｭ





labourforce , makestheverγbasis offeudalagriculturalproduction(theindependentsmallpeasant




ing) , thoughaninferiorrighttoland- inthefeudallaw , itwasadmittedtohimasarighttoreal
estatethatisso-called‘beneficia l dominion' , diminiumutile , orUntereigentum , thenuponit , overlaps
thefeudallord'snominalownership(landownershipoffeudallord)- thefeudallawgaveitafictiｭ
tioustitle of ‘direct domination' , dominium directum , orObereigentum.2) Moreoveratthesame
time , thisstructuremakestheformationofestate-hierarchywhichrepresentsthedirectrelationofperｭ
sonaldependence , i.e. , thatoflordshipandservitude.
Thus , itistruethattheformoffeudallandownershipisitselfastructureoftherightstothereal
estate , andthatinthissenseitmakesarelationbetweenmaterialbeings , butthatthisrelationdoes
nevercompleteitselfwithinmaterialworldbasingitselfuponthepersonalrelation. Andassuch ,
thisformiswhatmakespossibleforthesetwoconditions , thatis, theactualruleofpeasantoverthe





landandhasnopersonalfreedomontheonehand. Ontheotherhand ,itensuresafeudallord , who
isactuallyamerenominalowneroftheland , thedirectorindirectcommandoverlabour , especially
l川) Marx , Daωs KaψrpiωI， Bd .II日I ， SS.798θ
2) Ebend 向a ， Bd.III , SS.798-θ9. Fromtheviewpointoflaw , both‘beneficial dominion'and‘direct dominion'







multi-layerstructure ,ononesamerealproperty. Remember , thatGewereisnottheprivateownership
inthemodernsense, but , inspiteofthat ,thatitistherealpropertyright(e.g., here ,thepeasant'sright
topossessthelandisquitedifferentfromtherightofthosewhoholdthelandonlythroughlease). (cf.
TakenoriKawashima , Theoヮ ザProperty Right,IwanamiPublishers , 1949, ch.3 ,2.)




relationsas ‘objective dependency , which ,-turnsintocertaindefiniterelationsofpersonaldependency ,
butstrippedofaltheillusions'. Atthesametime ,itisan ‘illusion' toseeonly‘purepersonalrelations'
inthe‘feudal age¥Vgl.Marx , Grundrisse,SS.81-2.
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oversurpluslabour , ofanindependentpeasant , andalsothetitletoforcehissurplus-labour , thatis ,
thepressureotherthaneconomicone-whetheritassumesadirectform(awhip)oranindirectone




originalforthefeudalrent , theindependentpeasantproduction , asfarasbasingdefactruleoverthe
land ,hasasubjectivemomentofenhancingoftheproductivepowerofhisownlabour ,andalsohasa
momentof‘indep enden t developmentofpropertyandwealth'withinhishands , asgrowingofproｭ
ductivity ,-anexcessoverandabovetheground-rentandtheportionnecessaryforreproducinghis












other , i.e. , theessentiallyindependentpeasantproductionandthemulti-layerandestate-hierarchical
structureoflandownership. Thiscontradictionappearsasthefollowingconflicts , thatis, theconflict
betweenthelandownershipoffeudallordandthepeasantlandholdinginthefeudallandownership
relation , theconflictbetweentheautonomyofthelabourofpeasantryintheagri
4) Marx , DosKapital, Bd.III , SS.799・800. Thelowproductivityoflabourinherentinthesmallpeasant
productionmakesitmoreorlesinevitablethatthecollectiveorcommunalownershipcomesintoexistｭ
ence. Thisownershipandthecompulsionsofruralcommunitycombinedwithitareontheonehand
thebasisofcertainindependenceofpeasant 町， butatthesametime,ontheotherhand ,theyoperateon
thatindependenceasanotherrestrainingpower. Forexample,suchformsastheopen-fieldsystem,mixｭ
edandscatteredfieldsystem(Gemengelage),andsoon.
5) Ebenda, Bd.III , SS.80ト802
6) Ebenda, Bd.III , SS.801,804,806
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partofsurplusproductsastheembr ヲTonic profitintocommodities. Withthedevelopmentofitspro ・
ductivepowerandwiththedevelopmentofsocialdivisionoflabour , thesmallpeasanteconomybeｭ
comestobemoreindependent ,itsembryonicprofitincreases , andthesphereofcommodityeconomy
expands. Theseconditions ,viceversa , alsostrengthentheindependenceofpeasant-strengthenthe
privatenatureofhisactualruleovertheland. Itisthegradualcreationofthe‘de factopeasant
landownership'. Andthisdevelopmentatlastreaches ‘it s adequateclassicalform'inwhichthe
peasantcommodityproduction ‘letslooseitswholeenergy' ,onlywhenapeasantbuysuptheformal
ownershipoflandandhislandpossessionbecomesthefreepresantlandownership.




land. Therefore , evenifafeudallordremainstoconsumedirectlyground-rents(whetherthe 仕uits of
labourrentortherentinkind) , orhe , sellingouttheground-rentsascommoditiesmoreor less ,
makeshimselftobeacommoditysellerincounter-responsetothepeasantcommodityeconomywith



















plusproducts. Therefore ,forthemerchants ,heappearsastheirgoodcustomerandasoneofthemain
sourcesfortheindependentdevelopmentoftheirwealth ,andfortheusurers ,themoneylendingtohim
asawastefullandowner ,aswellastotheindependentsmallprodu 田rs ， isthemostcharacteristicformof






duction. Bo出 of thems匂nd in 出e wayoftheclas-differentiationofpeasan tJγ. Th国，出 e development





Thatis, labourrent, rentinkindandmoney-rent. Here , wewillmakeclearwhatreleｭ
vanceeachofthemhasinthecourseofthetransitionofagrariansocietyfromthefeudal
structureintothecapitaliststructure.
First , whateverchangeintheformofground-rentmayoccurwithinthesethree , ithas
nothingtodowiththeessenceofground-rentweareconsideringhere. Eachofthemis
theonlynormalformofsurpluslabour , andintendsinherentlytorealiseitselfassuch.
Whateverformtheground-rentmaytake , thebasisofitremainsthesamesmalleco ・
nomycarriedonbythepeasantwhomerelypossessestheland.
Second , thesethreeformsofground-rentsuggestdifferentpossibilitiesintheaspectsof
theautonomyofpeasantinhis labour , thustheindependencyofhis farming , the
embryonicprofitgottenbyhim , thecommodityproductionandatlastthe class-dif 二
ferentiationofpeasantrγ.




mandoverthesurpuluslabourbecomes , sotospeak , indirect. Thatis, itretreatsfrom


















absorbedbythefeudalrentinasuccessivelynewform. Thatis , itisaseriesofstages
ofthefeudalresponsetothepeasant'sprivateoccupationanduseoftheland , therefore
tothepeasantcommodityproduction , onthepartofthefeudallandownership.




fl るsungsform derGrundrente!) , thepossibilityofthisdissolution(thedisintegrationofthe
smalleconomycarriedonbythepeasantsu 対ect torentpayment , thatis, theclass-difｭ
ferentiationofpeasantry)comesnearcausingactualone.




cases , alongwith , orpreceding , theactualtransformation , moreorlesstherecanbeseen
achangeintheformofground-rent , that is, theconversionintomoney-rent. The
reasonwhythingsgoinsuchawayisclear , ifwedon'tforgetsuchcircumstancesthat
wehavejustseen.- forexample , theconversionofpeasantrywhoweresu 句ect tocorvee
intothosesu 同ect torent , Zinsba町r， sincethesecondhalfoftheeighteenthcenturyin
theeasternPreussen(cr.KohjiH吋ise ， TheCreationofModernAgricultureinGermany, 1967,
OchanomizuPress , P.l , ch.2) , andthefactthatinRussiasince1861thedominantform
ofrent-paymentunderthesystemoftenantfarmingbasedonservitudeandbondagewas
amoney-rentdirectly.(cf.Lenin , ‘The AgrarianProgrammeofSocial-Democracyinthe
FirstRussianRevolution , 1905-1907'[inthefollowing , abbriviatedin ‘Agrarian Progｭ
ramme'] , CollectedWorks, Vo 1.l3, p.317)
[3] Aslongaspeasantsremainwithintheconditionsofsimplecommodityp









ofhisfuedallandownershipitself , andmusttransformitintothemodernlandownership. Without
this , hecannevermaintainhisownlandownership. Exactlyatthismoment , thelandlordeconomy










ertakeplaceovernightinthenatureofitself. Sothesocialstructureofagriculture , determinedby
theconditionsgivenbythepreceedingstructure ,cannotappearbutasthecombinationofseveraleco ・
nomicrelationsasfollows.









categoryintwodirections ,risingandfalling ,ofclass-differentiation ,theweakerthisdeterminationbeｭ
comes ,andattwoextremes ,itisvirtuallynull.
However ,aslongasthepeasantremainsapeasantandthusstilcannotthoroughlysublatethis
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ablybecomeshis concern , especialyinthecaseofwell-to-dopeasantwhohasthepossibilityof
bourgeoisevolution , toabolishthelandownershipoffeudallordandtoconverthislandpossession
intothefreepeasantlandownership. Thoughnotindispensable , itisthemostfavourablecondition
forthebourgeoisevolutionofhiseconomy. Andforthefreedevelopmentofthatevolution ,itbecomｭ





themiddlepeasant'seconomy. There , thecommodityproductionremainswithinthesphereofsimｭ
pIecommodityproduction. Atthetwoextremesoftheclass-differentiation , thedeterminationby
commodityproductionbecomesthestrongest , andthecommodityproductionitselfistransforming
intothecapitalistcommodityproduction.




feudalexploitation , thatis , therelationofsmalleconomybaseduponthemerelandpossession.13)
Thenearerthepeasantcomestoeitherextremesofclass-differentiation ,tothemoreextenthebecomｭ
esotherthanpeasant , therefore , tothemoreextenthegetsoutoftheconditionsfortheoldexploitaｭ
tion , therelativeimportanceofthisoldexploitationinhiswholeeconomiclifediminishes , sothatal












I) Here , theword‘free'means‘ free fromthefeudalexploitation'aslongasnoqualificationismade. For
example ， ‘合ee evolution'istheevolutionwhichproceedsundertheconditionthatnofeudalexploitation
eXIsts.
12) Thisphenomenonitselfisstilnotthepeasantrevolution. Cf.note(20)for2ofthissection.
13) Cf.Lenin, ‘Agrarian Programme' , op.cit. ,p.225etseq.
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in all , hebecomes 仕ee fromtheconstraintoftheexistingoldlandrelations(themulti-layerand
estatehierarchicalstructureoflandownershipandthetraditionalandcommunal-compulsorylandsysｭ
tern). Ontheonehand , theproletarianpeasantbecomesfreethroughlosinghislandpossessionitｭ
self. Ontheotherhand , thebourgeoispeasantbecomesalso 仕ee throughgatheringpiecesofland
whichwereoncepossessedbyothersandorganisinganenterpriseofnewtype(thecapitalistproducｭ
tion). Andthepeasantwhohasbecomebourgeoisissubordinatingtheproletarianpeasant , whohas
becomefreefromtheoldexploitation , tothenewcapitalistexploitation. Thecapitalistground-rent
hasalreadycomeintoexistenceasamatteroffact , andstarteditsmaturationinthelandwhichis
occupiedandusedbythebourgeoispeasant.




istexploitation , compelledbytheclass-differentiationofpeasantry. Thisconversionoffeudallord
economyfromthefeudalexploitationintothecapitalist exploitation , althoughitcannotgobut
throughaseriesoftransitionalforms , startsfromthetransformationoffeudallordeconomyintothe
formoflandlord'sdirectfarming , whichrepresentsthelowerstageofthecapitalistagriculturalproｭ
duction. Then , followsthetransformationfromdirectfarmingintothecapitalistlandlease , which
representstheseparationbetweenlandownershipandactualoccupationanduseoftheland- here , it
ofcoursedoesn'tmatterwhetherthewholelandownedbylandlordisleasedoutoronepartofit




achieved , unlessfeudallordssecuretheirlandownership , thatis , theysucceedinpreventingtheland
possessionbypeasantryfromitsuniversalconversionintothefreelandownership. Andalsoaslong
asthelandownedbyafeudallordisusedcapitalistically , itisinevitablytransformedtobe 仕ee from
theoldrelationsoverit(ontheonehand , thelandlord'sprivatelandownership 仕ee fromthemultiｭ
























economicrelation , takingtheplacesofthem , becomesdominantstepbystepinthecourseoftime ,




[2] Thusfirst , inthisstructureofagriculture , themorethefeudalexploitationprevails , the
weakerthebourgeoisevolutionis , andviceversa.15)
Second , themoretheclass-differentiationgoesforward , thereforethemorethebourgeoisevoluｭ
tionofpeasanteconomyproceeds , thefurtherthebourgeoisevolutionoffeudallordeconomyalso
advances , andtheweakertheformeris , theweakerthelatteriS16)(theyhavebeenoftenregardedas
ininverseproportiontoeachother , butthisismisunderstandingcausedbyconfusingthelatterwith
thefeudalresponse). Ifthethingsgoaccordingtotheconditionsgiveninthisstructureandreacha
certainleveloftheirdevelopment , the‘peasan t' bourgeoisiecometohavecommoninterestswiththe
landownershipofthosefeudallordswhousetheirownlandsorhavethemusedcapitalisticallyｭ




tradictionswithinit ， 一一therefore whenweconsideraboutthe'twopaths¥Thefirstoneisdrawnfrom
thepropositionthatthefeudalmodeofproductionandthecapitalistmodeofproductionarenotcomｭ
patiblewitheachother ,whichapparentlyLenin's ‘Agrarian Programme' ,bythenatureofitsobject,preｭ
misesinitsdiscussion. Soweneednotdiscussanymoreaboutit. However, thesecondoneisquite




bourgeoisevolution , thatis, theformerareinthecourseoftheirclass-differentiation , andthelatterare
comingintothedependenceuponthewagelabourinproportiontothisdifferentiationofpeasantry.
However ,inJapan , becauseithasbeengenerallyadmittedthatthebourgeoisdevelopmentofthe
peasanteconomyisinitselfthepeasantpath , thissecondpropositionhascometobeconsideredasan
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argumentabouttheco-existenceof‘two paths'incompatiblewiththe ‘two paths'theory. Fromthis




in‘Agrari an Programme'andmakingself-criticismaboutthat‘over-estimation ' , cametobeabletoconｭ
cludethatthebourgeoisevolutionoflandlordeconomyandthatofpeasanteconomyareincompatible
witheachother. Thishasbeenunderstoodasthe ‘two paths¥Inshort , ithasbeenarguedthatthe
essenceofthe‘two paths'theoryliesindenyingthesecondpreposition. Butthisargumentisacom・
pletemisunderstanding. First ,whatthesecondpropositionpointsoutistherecognitionofprinciplenot
oftheco ・proceeding ofthepeasantpathandthelandlordpath , butoftheco-proceedingofthebourgeois
evolutionofpeasanteconomiesandthatoflandlordeconomies. Thoughitistruethatthemethodology
adoptedin‘Development' isconsdiderablyabstract , itsabstractnatureisquitedifferentfromwhathas
beenarguedinJapan. Itarisesfromthelimitofthestudyconductedin‘Develop ment ' , namelyLenin
hadtostophisresearchatthepointwhereheputforththissecondproposition(itisclearthattheoretiｭ
callythereisonlya ‘development' sothatthereisnospaceforthe‘ two paths'theoryin‘Developmen t' ).
Andtospeakaboutthispropositionitself , the‘ two paths'theorycannotdepriveitofitsvalidity. This
secondpropositioncomesatlasttotherelationshipbetweenthefeudalexploitationandthedestructionof
it, i.e. , theclass-differentiationofpeasantrγ ， andifwedenythisrelationship , wecanneitherdiscussthe
bourgeoisevolutionofthelandlordeconomynor , therefore , the‘two paths¥Theconclusiondrawnfrom
takingintoaccountthefeudalexploitation ,whichinevitablyappearsaslongasthelandlordeconomyis
concernedandmakesanobstaclestandinginthewayofthe class-differentiation , isnotthatthe
bourgeoisevolutionoflandlordeconomyandthatofpeasanteconomyisincompatiblewitheachother ,
butthattheconditionsfortheformerareincompatiblewiththos
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contradictionwiththoseforthefreedevelopmentofbourgeoisevolutionofpeasanteconomy.17)
Thisistheverycontradictionthatisnewlycreated. Therefore , itisnotthecontradictionbeｭ
tweenthebourgeoisevolutionoffeudallordeconomyandthatofpeasanteconomy. Itisthecontraｭ
dictionbetweenthebourgeoisevolutionoffeudallordeconomyandtheconditionsforthe 仕ee deｭ





economies , andtheinterstsofpeasants , whoarebeingdifferentiatedintoseveraleconomicagricultuｭ
ralclassesandproceedinginthebourgeoisevolutionoftheireconomies ,butatthesametime ,aslong
asthisevolutionispreventedfromitsfreeprogressbythefeudalexploitation , needtheimmediate














struggleoccured. Thus , hisself-criticismwasrelatedtothemisjudgementmadeinthecut-off-lands
programmeupontheprobabilitythatthecontradiction , pointedoutinthethirdpropositionwhichpreｭ
misesthefirstandthesecondpropositions, wouldcomeintotherealityofconflict(i.e., Lenin's ‘the mo・
mentofthatdevelopment'). Therefore,itwasnottheself-criticismaboutthesecondpropositionatall,
muchles thedenialofit. (Cf.Lenin, ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit., pp.267 ，29 ト292. Aboutthisdisｭ
cussionasawhole, c王my article‘Studying theclassics:Lenin's “The AgrarianProgrammeofSocialｭ
DemocracyintheFirstRussianRevolution, 1905-1907"' , Economics,no.118.)
18) SeehowLeninsaidabouttherelationshipbetweenthecapacity ‘of bringingabouta “peasantagrarian







atthesametimepremisesthemforitsel f, thedevelopmentofcapitalism , whetherinthecaseoffeudal
lordeconomyorinthecaseofpeasanteconomy , doesaccomplishthatreconstruction‘cer tainly and




Here , letthepeasantsappearinthebattlefieldandpressforthefreepeasantlandownership ,
andso , letthecontradictioncomeoutintotheactualstruggle. Thecrucialissueinthisstruggleis





versallythepeasantlandpossessionintothefreepeasantlandownership ,20 ) butalsointhelandlord's
way , whichistoreconstructthelargelandownershipoffeudallordsgraduallyintothemodernlandｭ
ownership , maintainingtheformeraslongasitcansurvive. Inshort , itcanbedisintegratedeither
throughthepeasantlandrevolutionorthroughthegraduallandlordlandreform.
Thepeasantlandrevolutioniswhatrealisesthefirstandprerequisitemomentofthebourgeois
20) Keepinmindthatthe 仕ee peasantlandownershipcannotbecreatedunlessalthefarmlandsareconｭ
vertedatonceintothoseunderthepeasantlandownership. Forexample , theyear1861inRussiaput
onlyapartofthelandsunderthepeasantlandownership , anditwasthispartialnaturethat , whenwe
seethemasawhole , madethepeasanteconomiesdependentuponthelandlords'estatesandkeptwhat
wasformallygiventothemaslandownershipinastateofmerelandpossessioninreality(Cf.Lenin ,
‘Development', op.cit., p.194;Do, ‘Agrarian Programme' , op.cit., p.225;Do, ‘Agrarian Question' , op.cit.,
p.140 ,andsoon.).





fromthefeudalexploitation , thelatteristhemostthoroughgoing ,foritmakesthepeasantlandpossesｭ









nationalisationofthelandisacheived(Lenin , ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit.,p.291.)
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Inthissense ,itdeservestobecalledarevolution. Ontheotherhand ,thelandlordlandreformpreｭ
ventsthislandrevolutionfromtakingplace. Itistruethatthelandlordlandreformdisintegratesthe
feudallandownership , butitdoessoonlyslowly ,onlyinproportiontothetransformationofthelandｭ
ownershipoffeudallordintothemodernlandownership. Soitisthereformwithnochangeinthe
existingbasis.
[4-] Thus , whetherthepeasantrevolutiongainsavictoryornotinthecourseofthedisintegraｭ
tionoffeudallandownershipdoesdeterminethehistoricalconditionsforthesucceedingprocessofthe
bourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalstructure-landownershipandagriculturalproduction-. Ifthe
revolutiongainsavictory , thelargelandownershipoffeudallordwillbeabolished , andiftheformer








su 句ect tothefeudalrent , thereforetothetransitionoflandownershipontothebaseofcapitalistexｭ
ploitationcompelledbythedi 百七rentiation ofpeasantry. Asthefeudalexploitationisanobstacleto
thedevelopment , thepersistenceofitmakestheclass-differentiationofpeasantηretarded ， andit
slowsdowntheinterdependingdevelopmentofthecapitalistagriculturalproductionandthemodern








extent , therecanbeneitherclass-differentiationofpeasantryatalnorthelandlord-typetransition. In
thissense , heretoo,wecanseethespontaneousprogressofthefirstmomentdefacto. (inthissense ,the
principleofdevelopment , wehaveseenintheformersection , operatesinalmomentsofthebourgeois
landownershiptransformationwherevertheagricultureisactuallyinitscapitalistevolution. Thus ,itis






merelandpossession , or , underparticularhistoricalconditions , thedemesnemanagementbyfeudal
lordonthebaseofserfdom , whichisconstructedthroughgatheringunitsofpetty-modeproduction
underthedirectsupervisionoffeudallord)24)intothecapitalistone(first , thecapitalistfarmingcarｭ






ownership offeudal lord , the spontaneous structure ofagricultural evolution will be changed
radically.25) Havinggotridofthisobstacletothedevelopment , thepeasantrywillbeassuredoffree
landmore certainly , andthustheclass-differentiationwillbeaccelerated , andthedevelopmentof
capitalistagriculturalstructurewillbemorerapidandsmooth. Inthis case , thefirstmomentof
landownershiptransformationhasbeenrealisedtothefull , sothesecondmomentwillcomeintoexｭ
istenceasthetransformationoflandownershipfromthepeasantlandownershipintothemodern
23) Toconcentrateourattentiononanaspectofground-rent , inthiscase , thefeudalrentgraduallygrows
intothecapitalistrentthroughseveraltransitionalforms(thesmallpeasantrent , themetayersystemor
theshare-cropping , andthelandlord'sdirectfarming , thoughthepeasantproprietorshipoflandparcels
isexcludedbeingasarule)(Vgl.Marx , DasKapital, Bd.III , SS.806 ,811,826.). Moreover ,whatappears
simplyasthestrengthoflandownershipatthetransitionalstagesofthematurationprocessofcapitalist
ground-renthereappearsasthestrengthoftheoldlandownershipwhichistransformingitselfintothe





wayotherthaninthepettymodeoflabour. Thus , thedemesnemanagementisbutamerearithmetic
sumofsmalleconomies. Cf.note(27)seq.forthispart.
25) Thebourgeoisevolut 附1 ofpeasanteconomiesasapartofthespontaneousstructureofevolutionisthe
historicalbasisforthepeasantpath. However ,wemustnotconfusethisbourgeoisevolutionofpeasant
economywiththepeasantpath. Thepeasantpathissuchthatinwhichthepeasanteconomiesmake






impossible. Ifithas , the “classical" presentation(peasantlandrevolution)ofthebasicquestionoftacｭ
ticsfalstotheground' (‘Letter toI.I. Skvortsov-Stepanov' , CollectedWorks, vo1.16,p.117).









26) Inthiscase , differentfromthecaseoflandlord-typeevolution , thefeudalrenthasalreadybeengotten
outofexistencewiththerealisationoftransitionalrent(here , thetypicaloneisthepeasantproprietorｭ
shipoflandparcels) , andthelattergrowsandtransformsitselfintothecapitalistrent. Twowaysof
creatingthecapitalistrentandthemodernlandownershipherementionedarereflectedinthefollowing
Marx'scommentwhichmakesapartofdiscussionsontheground-rentinDasKapital. ‘T he formof
landedpropertywhichweshallconsiderhereisaspecificallyhistoricalone , aformtransformedthrough




Bd.III ,S.627). However ,wecanseethroughthiscommenttheabstractnatureofDasKapital , inwhich
Marxisinterestedonlyintheresult , i.e. ,onlyinthemodernlandownershipitself ,andinwhichwhether
ithascomeaboutfromtheformerorthelatterisbeyondhisconcern.
27) Sofarwehavemadeourefforttomakeclearthecharacteristicsanddifferencesofandbetweenrespective
‘two paths'withsuchgeneralcategoriesasthelandlordpathandthepeasantpath , bycombiningthe
conditionsforthedevelopmentofcapitalistagriculturalstructurewiththeconditionsoffeudalstructure
ofagriculture. Thus ,ourdisccusionhasbeenwithinthemostabstracttermsofthosewhichcanbeused














lookssoinappearance , andthatitisinitsessencefeudal , determinedbythe‘norm ' of
feudallandownership , andeverreproducesitsoriginalcharacter. Inthissense , thisnotion
seestheorganisationoflandlordeconomyasafixedstructureandinthisregard , itformsa




tohisview , wecanseethelandlordeconomyaswhat , containingcontradictions , hasto
makeitsbourgeoisevolutionthroughchangingitsbasefromtheformer , thatis, thefeudal
agriculturetothelatter , thatis, thecapitalistone , alongwiththeclass-differentiationof
peasantry. (C 王Lenin ， ‘Developmen t' op.cit'J pp.194-195.;Do , 'TheAgrarianQuestionin
RussiatowardstheCloseoftheNineteenthCentury'[inthefollowing , wewillabbriviate




ingwithinitself. Whythisnotioniswronghasalreadybeenbasicallymadeclear , butitis
necessarytomakesomeadditionalcomments. Itistruethatthefeudalexploitation ‘sup-
presses constantly' ‘the momentoftheriseofproductivepowerwithinthepeasanteco ・
nomy'andthereforetheclass-differentiationofpeasantry(thatnotionstopsatthispoint).
However , by contraries , theadvanceofcommodityproductionandclass-differentiation
undermines ‘constan tly ' the
characterisationsinconcreteterms. However,wewon'tsaythatthe ‘two paths'theorycanbeapplied
towhatevercasesatanytime, oritdoesnotmakesensehowandinwhatmanneritcomesintobeing
Rather ,whatwewanttosayhereisopposite.








throughthelandlordpathorthroughthepeasantpath(Cf.Lenin , ‘Agrarian Programme' ,
op.cit., p.225;Do , ‘Agrarian Question' , op.cit., pp.90 ,92.;Do , ‘Development' , op.cit., pp.205ｭ
210.).














thelandfree仕om thefeudalexploitation , butdidnotcharacterisethelandlordpatheither
asthatinwhichtheclass-differentiationstoppedatacertainlevel, orasthatinwhichthe
peasantsdidnotgrowintothecapitalistagriculturalentrepreneurs(notlikelyinJapan




ralproduction) ,uponwhichthelandlordtransformationisbased ,isthelandlordpath ,and
that ,atthesametime , anotherformofthetransformation , thatis, theleasingouttheland
tothe ‘peasant' bourgeoisiebyafeudallord(landowner)isthepeasantpath , becauseit
‘permit s' apeasanttogrowandchangeintothecapitalistagriculturalentrepreneur. Thus
thenotionopposesthesetwoformstoeachother. Butthisalsocomestothesameview















thepeasantrevolution- thereisnoreasontospeakof“ money rent"inthepre ・capitalist




granted.' ‘Moneyrentisthemoribundyesterday…Capitalist rentisthenascenttomorrow ,
whichcannotbut
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ance' , althoughthe ‘clearance' isinevitableineitherpathandtherethelandownership
playsanactiverole.
Thecharacteristicofthelandlord-type ‘land clearnace'isthatthefeudallords(landownｭ
ers) ,securing‘the interestsofthelandlords' ,make‘the richpeasants' ‘pay…anexsorbitant
price'fortheland , andinreturen ‘givethemfreedomtoplunderthevillagecommunes , to
forciblyexpropriatethemasses ,toroundofftheirplots , …tosetup …thebasisofnewcapi ・
talistagriculture' , inshort , itistheappropriationofthecommonlandandtheallotments
(thelandpossessedbythepeasants)bythelandownersandtherichpeasants. (Please
keepinmindthedifferencefromthepeasant-type ‘land clearnace' , thatis, richpeasantｭ
typeappropriationoflandby‘rich farmers'accordingto ‘the division…based onanew
sortingprocessamongthepeasantcultivators'whichhascomepossibleowingtotheclearｭ
ingupofthelargelandownershipoffeudallordandthecreationoffreepeasantor
nationalisedownershipoftheland)(Cf. Lenin , ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit., pp.277ｭ
279.).
Moreover , itisthenecessaryconditionforpromotingthelandlordlandreformandthe





base.(Cf.Lenin , ‘Development', op.cit., PrefacetotheSecondEdition;Do , ‘AgrarianQuesｭ



























Therefore , insomecases , evenifthebourgeoisevolutionofagricultureisstil immature , the
bourgeoisrevolutioncan start , determinedbyotherconditions. Somebourgeoisrevolutionstake
placewhentheevolutionhasreachedthespecificstageatwhichtheproblemoflandowenershiptrans 司






agriculturalproductionbasically ， 一一in thiscasetherevolutiondoesnotmakeithertasktosolvethe





reacheditsfullmaturation , andthefeudallargelandownership , thoughslowlyandgradually
28) Forexample , seehowLeninsawthecircumsta 町田at thetimeof‘Cut-off Land'Programme. Cι
Lenin , ‘Agrarian Programmピ ヲ ap.α t . ， pp.291-292.
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asajuristicexpressionoftherelationsoffe 吋alistic production. Ontheotherhand , therelationsof
bourgeoisproduction , havingbeenformedwithinthemulti-layerandestate 噌hierarchical systemof
landownership , manifestthemselvesasanewrights-and-dutiesrelationwhichconstitutesactuallyone
righttooneobject , givenitscontentbytheprivateabsolute 町ss ofownershipofcommodity. And
thisnewrelationofrights-and-dutiesthebourgeoisrevolutionauthorisesastherealrightssystemof
privateownershipwhichshouldbethenormofthefundamentalformationofbourgeoisstate , thatis ,
Constitution , bythestate'swill. Thus , tosayinlegal terms , iftherevolutionneedstosolvethe



















velopment-neverstopexistingeveninthisdiversity. So, itisobviouslyamistaketodenythesignifi ・
canceofthesetwotypesbecauseofthisdiversity.
30) Initsgeneralmeaning , thisquestionisthatofbourgeoischangingofthesystemandnatureoflandownｭ
ership. However , obviouslyinsomecasesitcannotbewhollysolvedwithoutpresentingthequestionof
distributionofland. Here ,keepinmindtotakingintoaccountitfully
31) Cf.Lenin , ‘Agrarian Programme' , op.cit. ,p.344et.seq
32) Historically, thepeasantlandrevolutionasawholeisnotonlywhatmakesconditionsofbourgeoisagri-
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make‘th e basisforthefullrealisationofdemocraticreconstruction'ofstateauthority.33) And , vice
versa , onlythedemocraticreconstruction whichgainsthe pe 此ct victorγ-only the ‘p easan t '
bourgeoisdemocraticclassdictatorshipbaseduponthepeasants'revolutionaryactions34)- canseｭ







bourgeoisevolution , enjoythelifeof‘the masterlandowner' ‘without loosing'hisexistingpositionof











hasoneofitsmostimportantbasiesin‘grafting'‘ modern ' exploitationontheoldsystemintheso-called
‘developing countries'orsubordinatedcountries).
33) Itisve 町this pointthatMarx , EngelsandLeninadmittedtobefundamentalpropositionaboutthe
landownershiptransformationandthebourgeoisrevolution;MarxandEngels , whentheydistinguished
‘the EnglishRevolution' ,inwhichtheinstitutionbeforetherevolutionsurvivedafteritandthe‘alliance
ofthebougeoisiewiththemajorityofthebiglandowners'wascreated , ‘essentiallyfromtheFrench ,
whicheliminatedbiglandedpropertybyparcellation'in‘Guizot, PourquoiLaRevolutionD'Angleterre
A-T-ElleReussi? DiscoursSurL'HistoireDeLaRevolutionD'Angleterre'(1850)(CollectedWorks,
vo1.10, p.254) , andwhenMarxcontractedtheFrenchRevolution , inwhichthe‘bourgeoisie …never left
itsallies,thepeasants ,inthelurch' ,andplaced ‘the baseofitsrule'on ‘the abolitionoffeudalisminthe
countrysideandthecreationofafree, landowningpeasantclass' , withtheGermanRevolutionof1848,
whichresultedinthe‘perpetuation offeudalrightsandtheirendorsementinformofthe(illusorγ) comｭ
mutation' , becausethe‘bourgeoisie …unhesitatingly betraysthepeasants , whoareitsnaturalalies…
withoutwhomitcannotstanduptothearistocracy' , in ‘T he Bil ProposingtheAbolitionofFeudal







ship , whichgetsanewcharacterinthislawandrealrightssystem , isindependentofthischaracter
andisneithermorenorlessthanthatwhichisgivenbythehistoricalnatureofactualagricultural
productionprocesscarriedonupontheland. Thatistosay , ifwegivealooktothislandownership
atitseconomicalbasis , itisacombinationof , inthecaseoflandlordlandreform , feudallandownerｭ









classesthat , onthecontrarytopeasantry , respectivelyformthemselvesintoconsciousclassesmoreand
moreasthecommodityproductiondevelops. Therefore , tosaymoreconcretely , thepowerandauthorｭ
itymentionedhereiseithertherevolutionarγdictatorship baseduponthecoalitionbetween‘the democaｭ












accidentalandcannotmakesureoftheirexistenceatall. However , 0
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economy(peasant)landownershipandcapitalistlandownership.36) Ineithercase , thelandownership
isasawholeeconomicallytransitional. Withinandbaseduponthetransitionallandownershipof
thiskind , thesecondmomentand , aslongasoverlappingthesecondone , thethirdmomentcome
intobeingandgotowardtheirfullrealisation , andinthisway , thesubstanceofcapitalistprivate
ownershipisgraduallygiventothelandownershipwhichisbutlegallyauthorisedtobetheprivate
landownership. Itisobviousthatthisprocessisoneinwhichtheprimitiveaccumulation , already
started , goesontowarditsfinalgoal.
Whatisofcrucialimportancehereisthatitisnowgiventheauthoritywhichintervenesthis
processpositively. Indeed , forthefirsttime , thebourgeoisrevolutionmakesitpossibleforthesysteｭ
maticalandconsciouspolicyofprimitiveaccumulationtobepursued. Besides , accordingtothereｭ
suitoftherevolution , thatpolicyishammeredoutasonewithdifferentcharacteristics , incorrespondｭ
encewiththecontrastcharacteroftwosortsofauthorityfromthepresentstandpoint , thoughtheyare
equallybourgeois , andwiththehistoricallygiveneconomicsubstanceoflandownershipbehavingas
privatelandedproperty. Thatistheprimitiveaccumulationpolicyoftwotypes , i.e. , thatwhichis
























onthetheprocessof‘deprivation ofpeasantrγ ， accordingtotheresultofthisclass-struggle




*The‘two paths'andthetripartitedivision- theabstractnatureofthe‘two paths'theory
[I] Thefourmomentsofbourgeoislandownershiptransformationare ,aswehavealready
seen , theensuingmomentsofbourgeoisereconstructionoflandownershipwhichinevitably
takesplaceinthecourseofbourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalstructure. Theyrepresent , so
tospeak , thehistoricaltrendofthebourgeoistransformationoflandownershipwhichproｭ
ceedsinterdependentlywiththebourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalproduction , thatis, the






courses. Itisthislawoftransitionthatwecallth ぜtwo paths'ofbourgeoisagricultural




InJapan , however , prevailsanotionwhichisdfferentfromthisunderstanding. Accordｭ
ingtothisnotion , thepeasantpath(inthisnotion , thepeasantpathisinitselfequaltothe
pathwhichallowstheclass-differentiationtogo)alonecanmakeitswaytowardthetripartite
division , oronlywhatcanreachthetripartitedivisionisthepeasantpath. Ontheother
hand , thelandlordpath(equaltothe‘Pru ssian type'inthisnotion)doesnotleadtheagriｭ
culturalsocialstructuretothetripartitedivisionatall. Foroncetheagriculturalsocial
structurehasfounditswayinthePrussiantypelandownershiptransformation(inthefollowｭ




ownership , requiring ‘somedependenceofruralfolk'uponthelandowner , andaslongasit
isso, thelandownershipalsoassumesfeudalnature. Thus , ourstartingpointisthetotality




enterprisegetridofdependinguponthedependencerelationsofruralfolk, i.e. , uponthe




thedevelopment. Yethere , wedon'thavetogivealogicalproofagaintotheexclusionof
peasantfromthelandasaresultoftheclass-differentiationofpeasantrγ- peasantscometo








tinualtendencyandlawofdevelopmentofthecapitalistmodeofproduction' (Marx , D仏f








Next , ifwelookatthetransformationfromtheviewpointofthe‘two paths' theory , what
conclusioncomesoutaboutthequestion? ThetheoreticalpremisesuponwhichLeninmade
hischaracterisationofthe‘two paths'possiblefor‘bour geois Russia'arethefollowingtwo
verysimpleandplainpoints(‘Agrar ian Question' , op.cit., p.135etseq.). First , thedevelopｭ
mentofcapitalisminagriculturecarriesoutitselfasanabsolutenaturallaw(inthispoint




Nowthen , fromthisviewpoint , let'slookbackagainattheeconomicrelationscreatedby




ment. Orinotherwords , thiseconomicrelationsisakindoftransitionalformofcapitalist
agriculturewhichstilretainselementsofhindrancelikethese.
Inthiscase , canweconcludethatthiseconomicrelationsnevershiftintothetripartitediｭ
vision? No ,nevercanwe.For ,theextenttowhichtheelementhinderstherealisationofthe
principleofdevelopmentcanneverbedeterminedaslongasitisconsideredwithinthelimit
oftwogiventheoreticalpremises. Whatwecansayhereisnotabouttheabsolute , qualitaｭ
tivecharacterofthishindranceelement.Wecansayonlythataslongasthehindranceeleｭ
mentsarecontained(themoretheseelementsthereare) ,thedevelopmentofproductivepowｭ




tainedorthereisless(thisistheveη T pointthatLeninmade). Beyondthiswecansayno ・
thing. Bycontraries , thepeasantlandrevolution , whichbre
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conditionsdirectlygivenbythelandownershiptransformation , andtherefore ， 仕om theviewｭ
pointofthe‘two paths' theory , theycannotbepredictedatal. Thatistosay , atthislevel
oftheoreticalthinking , whetherthebourgeoisevolutiongoesonbythepeasantpathorthe






remainswithinsometransitionalform , itsstructuralcharacteristicsarestil determinedto
someextentbytheconditionsprovidedbythelandownership transformation , andonthe
contra 町， ifithasalready accomplished , thereisnodeterminationofthiskind. Sucha
propositionthattheagriculturalstructurewhichhasgotthroughacertainlandownership
transformation(forexample , thatof ‘Prussian type')willnecessarilyremainwithin(rather ,
reach?)oneparticulartransitionalform(rather , oneparticularselιperpetuating ‘type'?) and
doesnottransformintothetripartitedivisioncanneverbefoundwithinthe ‘two paths'
theorγ.
[3] Thus , theagriculturalevolutionmakesitsprogresstowardsthetripartitedivisionin
bothcasesofthepeasantlandrevolutionandthelandlordlandreform , thoughintheformer
theprogressisconditionedsmootherandinthelattermoresluggish. However , itisonly
whenotherthingsareequalthatwecansaythisabsolutely. Therearesomanyconditions
otherthanthosedirectlygivenbythelandownershiptransformation , andtheyaltaketheir




Therefore , indiscussingthe‘two paths' , itisawrongwaytointroducesuchunderstanding












socialproduction:theclassdifferentiationofpeasantryandthecapitalistground-ren t' , forI
, 2, [3] ], thatassoonascapitalcomesintoexistenceandbeginstomakeitsmovementasa
resultofsomedisintegrationofoldlandrelations , thecapitalasawhole ,whichisledmainly
bythelevelofdevelopmentofmanufacture , beginstotaketheinitiativeinthetotalorganic
each-other-premisingrelationsbetweenitself , wagelabourandlandownership , andtherefore
asamaindeterminantithasthelandownershipandfurther ,byimplication , theagricultural
structureasawholeremadetobesuitableforitsownnecessities[thoughofcoursebothare
interdependentuponeachother]. Stil more , wehavetotakeintoaccounttheexploitation
ofagricultureorruralsocietybymanufactureorurbansociety , anunevendevelopmentof
manufactureandagricultureandsoon.);second , conditionsgiventothe‘state' , andfurther ,










sultoflandownershiptransformation. Therefore , whenweproceedintothemoreconcrete





tweenthislawoftransformationandthetendencyofotherconditions , i.e. , anotherlaw , and
sowecannotexplainthisphenomenonwithouttakingintoaccounttheformerlaw. This
pointhasrelevance , too , toourcriticismuponthenotionofsomescholars , whoarguethat
Lenin'stheoryuponagriculturemakesamistakeinbasingitselffromtoptobottomuponthe
lawofdevelopmentofcapitalistmodeofproductionandthenreduceeverythingtowhatis
determinedbythe‘stage ofimperialism' , takingitforgrantedthatagricultureistostagnate.
Bythisway , itisimpossibletomakeclearthetheoreticalstructureofthecharactersof







transformation , thengoestothe‘overall-structural characteristics'ofagriculture , andendsin
thetypeofcapitalism ,itcanbesaidtohavehadaneffectofmakingtheentirehistoricalstuｭ
diesonthedevelopmentofcapitalismseriouslystif. Thediscussionsofthiskind , socalled
typologies ,havetakenthehistoricalprocesstothestifstructuresoftypesinsteadofconsiderｭ
ingitintermsofitsdevelopmentandcontradiction- ofthetotalityofitscontradictions- ,
andinthiscont
